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-5¥J 8,-and Soviet. negotiators will sit down in Ge-
neva next. Tuesday in a.renewed effort to brake
the nuclear arms race, with two powerful new fac-
£0i8 llooming over the bargaining table that could

push them toward agreement.. - . i

One is mostly political and bears most heavily
on:the Reagan administration. That ie the extraor-
diriary growth in Western Europe and the United
States of popular movements demanding, in very

simplé terms, that the arms race halt.
snkhe_other factor is the march of U.S. military

sarye egreement, has got to be causing increasing
xgneert in Moscow. * LT
sopStarting late in 1983 and continuing through
3he-end of this decade, the United States is sched-
led t5 deploy a series of new and highly accurate
missiles and bombers that threaten to nullify the
‘enofmous ‘investment Moscow has made ir big
1and-based “missiles. Those missiles, which have
helped boost Moscow’s role in global power pol-
itics, would become vulnerable as never before to
American weapons. - . . : ces
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| ".-As the, accorpanying chart shows, both super-
powers are’armed to the teeth. On balance, how-
ever, it would seem that the Soviet Union even-
tually could see its relative position worsen, as

gauge power, if the United States pursues all the
programs now under way.

: The increasing accuracy of new weapons is forc-
ing both superpowers to-grapple with a problem

past two decades: where to base their nuclear
weapons., . '

dramatically by the continued inability to find a
home that makes sense and is sai.”e from attack for

the new land-based MX missile.

geems even greater because more than 70 percent
of its nuclear striking power sits on top of what

Inissiles, : : o oL
: The United States has more of its striking
power underwater—in missile-firing submarines
largely invulnerable to attack. The American sub-
marines and the missiles they carry, as well as
those in prospect for the future, are viewed as su-
perior to their counterparts in the Soviet undersea
drmada. ' BT
! Therein lies a major, future dilemma for Mog-

to attack from new American missiles, should the
Kremlin invest billions more rubles to shift more
forces to sea, an operating arena where the United
States already has a technological advantage?

: It is questions such as these that could figure
prominently in the new talks and that give at least
gome U.S. officials the feeling that conditions are

ment.. . - il S
¢ In"Washington’s- view, there are other condi-
tions that also may make Moscow interested, -~ - -

6f Moscow’s current economic woes on Soviet pol-

START--are aimed at producing big reductions
in.the intercontinental-range missiles, warheads

‘and bombers “of both sides. If the talks succeed,

Ahey. could lower the risk of nuclear war by reduc-
dng the threat that either side could militarily neu.
Aralize the other in an all-out first strike. It is that
threat, however implausible, that drives the arms

.Ar___’, _“ .__:-_;.,..,..v"' N .. -
. ?Y}the talks fail and the superpowers carry

throtigh on the new weapons programs under way,
At-¥would result in almost a doubling of strategic.
‘weapons Within'a decade,” according to the just-
Jetired chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen.
David C Jones. © ) o
i Whether an unconstrained new round in the |
.arms race would make either country’s leadership
feel Tore seclre is impossible to say. But it would
not-give either side an advantage that would be

LM, P

militarily Useable, says Jones,

! Soviet President -Leonid I. Brezhnev-is- also
nearing the end of his reign, and it is widely held
here that the Soviet chief does want some sort of

nology, trade and credit were easier.. -
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least..in_the paper calculations that are used to .

they did not have to worry-about for much of the -

s In this country, this problem is illustrated most:

; For the Soviet Union, however, the problem

#¥ill become increasinglyrvulnerab_le land-based -

cow. If its land-based missiles become vulnerable’

present that eventua_l_ly could lead to some agree- |

+ Although experts debate the extent and impact

icy, the White House seems convinced. that the -
Soviets have serious financial problems, and Pres-"
ident Reagan, sources say, is intrigued by this.: - .

pew arms agreement, and a return to an earlier.
.form of detente in which access to American tech-’

. But there are also problems emanating from-
Washington. The Reagan administration’s som-.
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“cteated much of the political protest that ‘is press-

" While many former officials and specialists dis-

N

* cutback in warheads on their land-based missiles, .
_-which are the most ‘accurate and, therefore, .the::
-most threatening. .- : o

" are also the most vulnerable to attack and thus

_ balance of power. He has, nevertheless, agreed to,

-some agreement in the long-run say the chances

-nipulate public opinion, especially in Western Eu-
_ rope, to force a U.S. backdownon key points and

i this country. They also expect the Soviets not to

- gan wants progress on START before he agrees to
- @ summit with Brezhnev, which the Soviet leader
_has proposed for this fall. - T
;" Paradoxically, some officials believe it could be
. the scheduled December,” 1983, deployment of
~new U.S. Pershing II and cruise’ missiles .in Eu-
. fope—missiles that are covered in a separate ne-
. gotiation and not in- START—that breaks open
" the arms control logjam. - - .7l oe v
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times strident rhetoric about nuclear matters has
ing in on its policies.” . - - -

The president, on March 31, also claimed that
“on balance, the Soviet Union does have a definite
margin of superiority” in strategic striking power.

agree, the president’s view is reflected in a
START proposal that would require Moscow to

- “These weapons, meant to balance some 300 So-
~viet $820 missiles in place, are being discussed in
- the Intermediate-range Nuclear Force (INF) talks

i ~dealing with European-based weapons that began

- in Geneva last November, ... .
:. " The US. missiles fit the pattern of increased
- threats to Soviet forces and command posts, The
.. Pershing, in particular, can reach Soviet territory

make much greater cuts in its forces than Wash--
ington must make. That, too, is a new factor be-

| and supposedly hit targets with high accuracy and
* little warning. - EE )

>. It'is widely assumed améng many US. and So- |

-

cause the two powers had approached all previous !;_' viet specialists that at some point, the START and
arms negotiations on the basis that a rough parity *: [NF talks will be merged. .
-existed. 5 ' o s

Reagan's proposal calls for numerical 'equalit}ﬂ

Both sides would-reduce the total number of in-
dividual missile warheads by roughly one-third to -
a level of 5,000 each. No more than half of these
could be on land-based missiles, and each side
would be -allowed 850 land- or submarine-based
missiles. - : T ‘
.. The idea is to force upon Moscow a sizeable

 Reagan wants to concentrate first on reducing
these potential first-strike weapons because they.-

have a “use them or lose them” quality.
Brezhnev has rejected Reagan's proposals as

“lopsided” and “unrealistic,” aimed at protecting |
U.S. adventages in bombers, submarine missiles |

and cruise missiles, and meant to tip the current

the talks and the idea of eventual reductions, but
first proposes an immediate freeze that would ban
new weapons. .

Even US. officials who are: optimistic about

for quick success at Geneva, perhaps over the next
year, are “almost nonexistent.” | .
- They expect Moscow to continue trying to ma-

to wait and see how the freeze movement grows in

"budge from their initial position while the future

of the MX remains in doubt.
- On the other hand, top officials here say Rea-

.

There has been no real progress on INF, offi-
cials say. The. Soviets claim a_balance in Euro-
pean-based power already exists, They argue that
the British and French have roughly 300 missiles, |
about the same as the number of SS20s, s there
is no reason for new American weapons, . .
. The US. strategy at START, officials say, will
be to concentrate on getting the Soviets to accept
- the idea that land-based missiles are the most po-
" litically destabilizing weapons and must be nego-

tiated first, CL S
-+ The Soviets are certain to immediately- point
out that the United States has a larger bomber
force and is building 3,000 to 4,000 new long--

_ .Tange cruise missiles to put on those bombers,

CONTINUED',
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plus several hundred more cruise: mxssnles for shlps
and submarines. -
-The “U.S. response is that these weapons can

ta.ke hours to reach their targets and thus are not

the crucial problem. The administration has said

it will *deal” with these_weapons-but does not |

want to negotiate about them in the initial phase. -
Furthermore, when bombers do come up for
discussion, the United States will point out that
the Soviets have massive air defense systems that
must be included in the calculations. The United
States is also seeking to count the Backfire bomb-
er as a long-range weapon even’ thoughMoscow
says itis only for regional use. = .
When cruise missiles come up, Washington will
point out that Moscow also has a good number of
“them, even though they are mostly of a few hun-
dred miles in range and pnmanly useful for at-
“tacks on shipping. - - - -
Aside from wantmg to stop the Pershmg de-
_ ployment the big prizes for the Soviets would be

- curbs on the MX missile and the hew Trident II |

_ subrarine-based misile now in dévelopment; - -

Although-fhe‘iate of the:MX"has’grabbed: the ]

Aheadlmes 'in"recent years; the Trident I is’ per-
_haps the.most important new weapons develop--
ment of this decade, one that could alter future
forces and strategies.

This is so because, if it works as advertlsed the
missile, for the first time, would give submarme-
based weapons sufficient accuracy to knock out
Soviet missiles in protected underground shelters.

. Strategically; this means both an invulnerable and
seffective force: © =+ <+

- A key element of American START strategy, |-
“begun to do the detailed work necessary.to figure

however, is that nothing in the U.S. proposal
would prevent fielding MX, Trident II or the new
B1 and Stealth bombers. Under this idea, if both
sides agree to reduce the level of forces, they are
free to deploy whichever weapons they want to
- make up those smaller forces.

" Thus, unless the Soviets offer a deal that is too
. good to turn down, U.S. officials say MX is not up

for grabs. So, while the overall numerical threat |
from each other’s forces may be reduced, the arms
race—in terms of the US. taxpayer—w:ll prob-
ably not come to an end.

Some specmhsts have suggested the US pro-

:pose a deal in which MX is dropped in return for
“the Soviets removing their 308 big SS18 missiles,

But administration officials say such ideas were

'A'disce.rded before they ever got to Reagan.

- Officials claim even if there were such a deal, it
would still leave Moscow with a unilateral advan-

" tage.in big missiles because even the next biggest

Soviet missile, the SS19, is significantly larger |

than the existing U.S. Minuteman IIL

It is three years since former president Carter
and Brezhnev signed the second strategic arms
limitation agreement, SALT II, which was.sup-
posed to put a ceiling on the strategic forces of
both sides at roughly current levels. But that trea-
ty was never ratified here for a variety of reasons,
including the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. - -

Aside from the Reagan emphasis on deep re-

".ductions rather than limitations, there are other

major differences between SALT and America’s
openmg START position.
" They involve removal of bombers and ‘the

" weapons they carry from the initial calculations,

and a focus on the actual number of missiles and

warheads in the field rather than the number of

“launchers” in which missiles are housed.
_Addressing the United Nations session on dis-

.-armament last week, Reagan nientioned the need
- for “effective verification® of these complex sgreer
. ments eight times in his speech. ‘

Yet officials say the United States has only just

out how to verify possible agreements. Like a lot
of things about the negotiations that open next
week, American officials say figuring out precisely
what will be necessary depends on what the So-
viets say and do.

comvam; -
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AS START TALKS BEGIH...
' STRATEGIC NUCLEAR PORCES e
WARHEADS - WARHKEADS |
UNITED STATES PER MISSILE “ USSR PER MISSIE
LAND-BASED TTANN - 53 b ffssn 580 1
l?‘lﬁ‘é°—°g’1'$§r'fé‘)i‘.ssu MINUTEMAN Il 450 -1 |} ss13- R
- | MINUTEMAN 1 550 3 lIssaz - 150 SRS
- $5-18 - 308 | upto10
L ss19 - 300 6
TOTAL ICBMS - : .- 1,053 e 71,398 )
‘| TOTAL ICBM WARHEADS S 22,100 . 6,000,
S . * 7T approx. approx.
SUBMARINE-BASED* pOSEIDON - --320°| - 10 || GoF & HOTEL S0-f. - la ).
Bs?_'ét\'ﬁsétlc MngLLES | WwiDENTE 224 | 8 SS—N-b '{»; o ‘396" 21
( ) ﬁ_ : R EEEE SSNB& 18 s04 | - ‘-3 .
..... B .- TYPHOON -~~~ "20] 7 7
TOTALSIBMS- UL 544 ST 950
TOTAL SLBM WARHEADS ' | e " ~. 5,000 - 1,500
e o ". Opprox. e " approx.
BOMBERS o B-52 . 347 o fleeART. 100
: FB-111 63 8 BISON .. =~ 45
> L o ' BACKFIRE -~ -~ 200
TOTAL BOMBERSt 40 T e o 345
TOTAL MISSILES A 24 “, 2348
TOTAL MISSILE WARHEADS | 7,100, 7,500
TOTAL MISSILES,& BOMBERS | . 2,007 - 2,693

. with 176 Trident | Missiles and 2 Trident submarines

Includes on Soviet side: 1 Golf and 7 Hotel class sub
missiles, 36 Delta-class submarines with 504 missiles and

* Includes on the U.S. side: 20 Poseidon submarines with 320 Poseidon missiles, n Poseidon submarines

with 48 Trident | missi

les

marines, 25 Yankeeclass submarines with 396
1 Typhoon submarine with 20 missiles

4Chart does not include number of bombs carried on bombers or more than 3,000 air-launched cruise

missiles to be
ployed on U.S. submarines. -

deployed on U.S. bombers. Also not show

n are several hundred cruise missiles to be de-

SOURCE: U.S. GOVERNMENT UNCLASSIFIED SOURCES -
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